Abstract: Using cross-country data from the European Company Survey, we investigate the relationship between workplace employee representation and management perceptions of the climate of industrial relations, sickness/absenteeism, employee motivation, and staff retention. For a considerably reduced subset of the data, a fifth indicator -strike activity -is also considered alongside the other behavioral outcomes. From one perspective, the expression of collective voice through works council-type entities may be construed as largely beneficial, especially when compared with their counterpart union agencies either operating alone or in a dominant position. However, if heightened distributional struggles explain these differential outcomes in workplace employee representation, it should not go unremarked that the influence of formal collective bargaining is seemingly positive.
Introduction
Cross-country information on the extent of workplace employee representation is sparse, and still less is known about its effects on behavioral and economic outcomes. But this form of worker participation has actively been encouraged in member states of the European Union as a matter of policy, based notions of industrial democracy (European Commission 2002) and helping companies achieve economic competitiveness under the Lisbon Strategy (ETUI 2009: Chapter 5) . The impetus behind increased worker participation in the Community is long-standing. Thus, Article 27 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU states that "workers or their representatives must, at the appropriate level, be guaranteed information and consultation in good time in the cases and under the conditions provided by Community law and national laws and practices." Most directly, Directive 2002/14/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 11 March 2002 sets down a general framework for informing and consulting workers at national level (Official Journal 2002) , with Article 4 of that directive outlines practical arrangements for the effective information and consultation of workers.
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Yet the legislation lays down only main principles and minimal rules, allowing member states wide room for maneuver. Further, despite the 2009 Recast European Works Council Directive (Official Journal 2009) that heralded moves toward a formal linkage between transnational information and consultation requirements and those at the local and national levels (a process that has been described as articulation), the current state of play is that worker participation rights at establishment/undertaking level vary considerably between member states. Also, movement toward systematization may have been countered by other Community initiatives such as the Commission's REFIT strategy (European Commission 2013a , 2013b , whereby all legislation deemed no longer fit for purpose -including information and consultation rights -is to be withdrawn. Nevertheless, even if there is considerable heterogeneity in worker participation rights at local company and cross-border levels, and in board-level representation, there is undoubted movement toward consolidating the linkages between the various levels of worker participation (see European Commission 2015) .
Despite having reasonable knowledge of the types, if not always the prevalence, of workplace employee representation in member states (e. g. Fulton 2013; Synthesis Report 2007), cross-country quantitative evidence on the determinants and consequences of that representation has long been sparse. Prior to the publication of the European Company Surveys such research was largely confined to comparisons of Germany and Britain (Addison et al. 2000) , Norway and the U.K. (Bryson and Dale-Olson 2008) , and France and Britain (Bryson et al. 2011) . With the availability of a common dataset across nations, albeit not without its own problems, comparative quantitative work is embarking upon a growth phase.
In contrast, from the outset considerable attention has been accorded the economic theory of workplace representation, drawing in particular upon notions of exit and voice (Freeman and Medoff 1984) . However, as we shall see, this collective voice model is equivocal, only predicting a clear negative relationship between union voice and quits and union voice and absenteeism, namely two of the five outcome indicators examined in the present inquiry. Broadening the model to encompass governance provides a basis for expecting a negative association between collective voice and strike incidence based on the improved flow of information between the two sides (i. e. where strikes are viewed as bargaining mistakes) while also implying an improvement in employee motivation. Moreover, aside from these two additional outcomes, given that the principal goal of the present exercise is to shed further light on the operation of workplace representation this more comprehensive view of the collective voice model to encompass governance necessarily involves consideration of the works council as a potential exemplar of collective voice. That is to say, if the works council can focus on integrative bargaining rather than distributive bargaining the beneficial impact of voice on quits, absenteeism, worker motivation, and strikes is strengthened. Equally, we shall have reason to argue that work councils are not a datum and may be expected to be influenced by union organization and collective bargaining, the former negatively and the latter positively. On the latter issue, although there are clear indications that works council effects may be positive when its deliberations are anchored in a system where wages are largely determined at sectoral level, the picture is clouded by changes in collective bargaining which we shall also have to take into account.
This brings us to our final outcome indicator, namely the quality of industrial relations. Good labor relations are part and parcel of the collective voice model and indeed central to its ability to achieve traction. But they remain unmodeled. We shall examine the correlation between workplace representation (as well as collective bargaining) and management perceptions of industrial relations quality, while having regard to the potential feedback to the other outcome indicators.
The plan of the paper is as follows. We begin with a review of the collective voice model that embraces each of the outcome indicators considered here along with our key workplace representation independent variable(s). We then offer a thumbnail sketch of the recent literature using the European Company Surveys, as these studies also inform the present treatment. The unique dataset is then described. Our empirical results are next provided for the one objective (strike incidence) and four subjective (industrial relations climate, sickness/ absenteeism, staff retention, and employee motivation) outcome measures. A summary concludes.
Worker representation: theoretical considerations
The key theoretical construct in examining the effects of employee workplace representation is collective voice. In the collective voice model, voice is to be contrasted with exit. The latter is a market mechanism: faced with a divergence between desired and actual conditions at the workplace, the worker quits the firm to search for better employment. However, there is an alternative to exit. The worker may instead engage in voice, discussing with his/her employer the conditions that need changing without quitting the job. In the collective voice model developed by Freeman and Medoff (1984) voice dominates data on quits as a source of information on worker preferences or discontent because of on-the-job skills specific to the firm and the costs attaching to worker mobility and labor turnover in continuity markets. Although quit behavior can provide such information -either inferentially or directly via exit interviews -such information is likely to suffer from selection biases, problems of motivating the worker to disclose information, and the sheer cost of the process of trial and error in determining the efficacy of contract innovations. The expression of collective voice on the other hand can outperform individual activity for various reasons. One reason is the public goods problem of preference revelation. Nonrival consumption of shared working conditions and common workplace rules create a public goods problem of preference revelation. Without some collective form of organization -equated by the authors with autonomous unionism -there will be too little incentive for the individual to reveal his or her preferences since the actions of others may produce the public good at no cost to that individual. Unions collect information about the preferences of all workers and "aggregate" them to determine the social demand for such public goods, and the substitution of average for marginal preferences and the arbitraging of worker preferences may be efficient in such circumstances.
The expression of collective voice is expected to reduce quits and absenteeism, namely two of the five outcome indicators examined in the present inquiry. The reduction in quits is expected to lower hiring and training costs and increase firm-specific investments in human capital. Lower quits may of course also occasion less disruption in the functioning of work groups. Nonetheless, apart from the reduction in quits as a result of the union providing direct information about worker preferences inter al., the connection between voice and performance is opaque in the model. Moreover, in discussing the reduction in quits, the union voice model appears to emphasize dissatisfaction (Freeman 1976: 367) . That said, the difference in expressed complaints between union and nonunion labor is also interpreted as an expression of democracy rather than as indicating a true shortfall in satisfaction, the difference between 'true' and 'voiced' dissatisfaction reflecting the nature of the voice institution (Freeman and Medoff 1984: 139) .
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The second aspect of voice is governance. The context is again the continuity of the employment relation. Governance refers to the policing or monitoring of incomplete employment contracts and thus includes the use of grievance and arbitration procedures and other mechanisms to mitigate what are seen as problems stemming from the authority relation. Such procedures should also help improve the flow of information between the two sides. Even if the specialized procedural arrangements typically associated with union regimes are not unique to those settings, a union may make it easier for the firm to negotiate and administer these practices (Riordan and Wachter 1983) . Freeman (1976: 364) and Freeman and Medoff (1984: 11) claim the union governance aspect of the voice model is quite consistent with the modern contracts literature, the argument being that the presence of a union can facilitate long-term efficient contracting of this nature. They argue that a union specializing in information about the contract and in the representation of workers can prevent employers from engaging in opportunistic behavior. Workers may withhold effort and cooperation when the employer cannot credibly commit to take their interests into account. Thus, fearing dismissal, workers may be unwilling to invest in firm-specific skills or disclose information 2 Moreover, recent research has suggested that when one controls for the endogenous selection induced by the sorting of workers into unionized jobs, the material difference in job satisfaction between unionized and non-unionized workers no longer obtains or is much reduced (see Laroche 2016 and the references contained therein). In short, a selection effect rather than a causal effect may characterize the relationship between union membership and dissatisfaction. Rather than dissatisfaction, distributional conflict (and mutual perceptions of the relationship between the two sides) may be more the more relevant consideration(s).
facilitating pro-productive innovations at the workplace. The formation of a union and the introduction of a system of industrial jurisprudence is one way of protecting employees' interests. In this way, unions may generate worker cooperation, including the introduction of efficiency-enhancing work practices.
Thus, the governance function of unions has the potential to improve employee motivation and the flow of information between the two sides and reduce strike activity attributable to mistakes stemming from informational asymmetries. Employee motivation and strike incidence are two further behavioral outcomes also examined in the present treatment. But if a union can make credible the employers' ex ante promises (Malcomson 1983) , there must be some threat of credible punishment by the union, which hinges on the union having bargaining power. Subsequent development of the collective voice model recognizes the problem of bargaining power. We refer to Freeman and Lazear's (1995) purpose-built analysis of the employee workplace representation -specifically, the works council and its codetermination/joint governance power at the workplace. 3 Freeman and Lazear argue that codetermination will be underprovided by the market because institutions that give power to workers will affect the distribution as well as the size of the joint surplus. Some means of thirdparty regulation limiting bargaining power has thus to be found if the societal benefits of worker voice are to be realized. Two features of the German Betriebsrat commend that institution to Freeman and Lazear in this regard. First, German works councils cannot strike under the "peace obligation" (or Friedenspflicht). Second, neither can they formally engage in bargaining over wages and other conditions of employment unless authorized to do so under the relevant industry-level or regional collective bargaining agreement. In this respect, the authors speak of a potential decoupling of the factors that determine the size of the surplus from those that determine its distribution made possible by labor law and the dual system of industrial relations. Left open is whether or not there is a sufficient decoupling in practice.
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In the light of the foregoing, a potentially crucial case can be made for distinguishing between types of workplace representation as determinants of the behavioral outcomes examined here. We refer in the first instance to works council bodies on the one hand and union agencies on the other. However, 3 The content of collective voice is also spelled out in more detail in this treatment in terms of a continuum bounded by information provision at one extreme and participation/codetermination at the other, with consultation occupying the broad middle ground. 4 For an application of the Freeman-Lazear hypothesis, see Hübler and Jirjahn (2003) who conclude that, notwithstanding the two faces of works councils, the discipline of an industry collective agreement makes this decoupling more likely.
although the works council may be viewed as the exemplar of collective voice, more instructive in this regard may be the distinction between types of works councils (and union agencies), at least when the data permit this further distinction to be made. Thus, for example, rising union membership of works councils may produce a different kind of works council, even a different kind of union workplace agency. That is to say, the information and consultation agency may have strong links with unions at the workplace level that may undercut its deliberative function.
The foregoing also indicates that the attitude and role of collective bargaining should be taken into account. In particular, is workplace representation associated with more positive behavioral outcomes under particular collective bargaining regimes? Any such discussion should also accommodate the decentralization and hybridization of bargaining modes widely acknowledged to have occurred in recent years.
A final issue is the quality of industrial relations or the cooperation between management and labor. Freeman and Medoff (1984) emphasize the importance of the quality of industrial relations, stating that good labor relations are more likely to produce positive performance whereas antagonistic forms or bad industrial relations can lead to bad performance effects. Indeed, they argue (p. 179) that "… unionism per se is neither a plus nor a minus to productivity. What matters is how unions and management interact at the workplace." For this reason, the collective voice model is properly described as the collective voice/ institutional response model, with management reaction to the expression of collective voice by unions and union feedback in response to any ensuing (re)organization of the work process as (no less?) critical inputs. Although its authors do not elaborate on the theme, following the literature we use management perceptions of the climate of industrial relations to fashion an indicator of the quality of industrial relations. This will be our fifth and final outcome indicator.
Literature review
In what follows, we largely confine our review of the cross-country literature to studies that use the European Company Survey (ECS) and which provide a backdrop to the dependent and independent variables used in the present inquiry. That said, we shall also make passing reference to German empirical studies that have a bearing on the industrial relations climate.
The key comparative articles are van den Berg et al. (2013) , Jansen (2014), Forth et al. (2017) , and Braakmann and Brandl (2016) . The first and the third study focus squarely on employee workplace representation, and on (one measure of) firm performance and (three) behavioral outcomes, respectively. The second study examines the broader issue of the organizational power of trade unions in explaining strike activity. The final study is something of an outlier not only because it is the only one to use the most recent ECS but also because its focus is upon the relationship between firm performance and collective bargaining proper.
The study by Forth et al. (2017) is notable in distinguishing between union and works council forms of employee representation, noting the considerable variation across countries in the share of workplaces with either form of representation; with some countries having just one type (e. g. the works council in Germany and Austria, as compared with exclusive trade union workplace representation in Sweden) and yet others with both forms. Three behavioral outcomes are examined: management-identified problems in retaining staff (the proxy for quits), either a "quite strained" or a "very strained" work climate (the indicator of industrial relations quality), and situations in which the manager respondent reports low employee motivation (the motivation measure). While admitting the ambiguity of the collective voice model with respect to the overall climate of industrial relations -on the grounds that this may deteriorate in the presence of effective workplace 'social dialogue' -the authors emphasize the base prediction of that model that quit rates will be reduced by effective voice.
The authors regress their three binary indicators on trade union/works council representation and a full set of workplace characteristics. In a first specification, the authors consider the contribution of a simple presence of any trade union or works council representation as opposed to no workplace representation. In a second specification, they replace this overarching measure with three categorical indicators, namely trade union representation only, works council representation only, and the presence of both union and works council representation. The result of the former exercise is that the presence of either form of representation is associated with a greater probability of observing a strained work climate. However, workplace representation as measured plays no role in influencing motivation or staff retention. Turning to the second specification, only the dual channel regressor is statistically significant; specifically, workplaces with both works council and trade union representation are again more likely to have a strained climate but on this occasion less likely to report problems with staff retention.
In their study of workplace representation and economic performance, again using the 2009 ECS, van den Berg et al. (2013) estimate the impact of "the information and consultation body" on the economic performance of the firm, as proxied by the subjective evaluation of the management respondent of the 'economic situation' of the firm on a 5-point Likert scale. The model also includes the presence or otherwise of a trade union in the firm. In a second specification, the 'attitudes' of the employee representation body, either positive or negative as assessed by management, enter as added regressors.
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At this point, we should note that management attitudes toward the works council are used to identify different types of works council in the German literature. For example, a recent study by Pfeifer (2014) identifies three types of works councils according to management's characterization of their role in managerial decision making as alternately mostly in line with management, different but consistent in practice with management, or opposed to consensus in principle -and where the two latter types also engage in bargaining. The typologies are linked to nine human resource management problems including high turnover, high absenteeism, and low work motivation. Using data from the 2006 wave of the IAB Establishment panel (n = 11,563) Pfeifer reports that negative effects on motivation and absenteeism are found for antagonistic councils and favorable effects on turnover (strictly, quits of skilled workers) for the two more cooperative works council types. Dilger (2006) obtains similar results to Pfeifer but identifies works council types on the basis of the perceptions of both sides as to the state of mutual cooperation.
Returning to the study by van den Berg et al. (2013) , although no distinction is drawn between forms of workplace representation, the hallmark of the authors' treatment is the prior grouping of nations into five clusters, according to whether worker representation conforms to the Germanic, French, AngloSaxon, Scandinavian, or Transitional Economy models. Their model thus offers an alternative to or sensitivity test of a baseline model estimated over all countries.
Controversially, it is reported that the information and consultation body has a negative impact on performance in the Germanic 3-nation cluster (Germany, Austria, and the Netherlands) but is very positive in the 2-nation Anglo-Saxon cluster (the U.K. and Ireland). The interpretation offered is that where worker involvement is voluntary the firm may benefit from installing such representation. It is also reported that union presence has a negative effect in the French and Transitional Economy clusters "underscoring the more active and ideological role of trade unions in these parts of the EU" (van den Berg et al.
2013: 42).
6 For the authors' second specification, which introduces the attitude variables, it is reported that a positive management view of the worker involvement process is associated with improved economic performance in all but the Anglo-Saxon and Transitional Economy clusters. Again using data from the 2009 ECS, Jansen (2014) examines strike incidence. The main contribution of this study resides in its attempt to identify the extent to which variations in union organization are associated with strike incidence at the level of individual firms. The focus is upon union organization factors rather than employee workplace representation bodies -all of which agencies are referred to as "works councils." In examining how company-level effects differ across countries, Jansen deploys a mixed effects logistic regression procedure. This application, as well as the attention paid to union organization arguments, is also followed in the present inquiry.
Abstracting here from that part of his analysis that exploits cross-level effects of national indicators (i. e. differences in national trade unions systems), other than to note the finding that density, number of union confederations, and degree of decentralization 7 are found to independently increase strike activity, and focusing therefore upon his company-level effects specification, Jansen reports that the likelihood of a strike is some 1.4 times greater where a collective agreement is negotiated at a level higher than company level. For their part, the proportion of union members in the workforce, multi-unionism, and union penetration of the "works council" are all positively correlated with strike incidence. Most notably, companies in which trade union members make up more than one-half of the local works council are 1.3 times more likely to confront a strike than their counterparts where there is no union majority. The final study considered here is the sole treatment to use data from the 2013 ECS. Braakmann and Brandl (2016) examine the effect of the collective bargaining system on a subjective measure of the labor productivity of the firm. This productivity measure is largely collapsed into a single dummy variable taking the value of 1 if labor productivity increased, 0 otherwise. It is regressed on a comprehensive, 12-element categorization of bargaining type that combines information in the ECS on the collective agreement obtaining in the firm 6 That said, the authors report an absence of any effect emanating from unions in the Scandinavian cluster, despite what is described as their strong position and fundamentally positive attitudes. 7 Union decentralization is defined as the inverse of the authority unions have over local branches, and we shall also have recourse to a similar such argument in the present paper. The decentralization phenomenon has been most studied for Germany with mixed results; see, inter al., Dustmann et al. 2014; Ellguth et al. 2014; Addison et al. 2017. (individual bargaining, company or establishment, sectoral, and national) with external information on integrative interaction between bargaining units (i. e. whether single-level sectoral bargaining and two-and three-level bargaining systems can be regarded as either horizontally coordinated/uncoordinated or vertically governed/ungoverned, respectively (see also Traxler et al. 2001) .
Although the study has a detailed set of control variables, including dummies for the presence of a works council and a union representative, only coefficient estimates for the 12 bargaining types are reported. It is found for the base specification that, vis-à-vis the reference category of individual bargaining, the share of companies with productivity increases is significantly higher for coordinated sector and national bargaining in single-level systems; for governed company and sector bargaining, and governed company and national bargaining in two-level systems; and for governed company, sector, and national bargaining in three-level systems. The authors ultimately conclude that coordinated sector collective bargaining, governed company and sector bargaining, and governed national, sectoral and company level agreements -identified with Austria, Germany, and the Nordic countries, respectively -are associated with superior relative performance, whereas company and individual level bargaining regimes post only an "average" performance rating compared with all other categories.
Given the long standing interest in the efficacy of different collective bargaining systems in the macro policy literature, coupled with the seeming transformation/hybridization of national collective bargaining systems in recent years (Addison 2016; Visser 2013 Visser , 2016 , we shall replace the 4-element ECS typology of collective bargaining used in much of our analysis with the 12-element Braakmann-Brandl measure in some of our own specifications to see if it adds to our understanding of the determinants of our four behavioral outcomes.
Data and methods

The dataset
Our main data source is the 2013 European Company Survey (ECS), an establishment-based inquiry covering 32 European nations. We focus here on the 28 member countries of the European Union. The raw data was downloaded from the U.K. Data Service site at https://www.ukdataservice.ac.uk/.
The Survey includes detailed information on employee representation at the workplace, which as we have seen is a key aspect of our analysis. However, various data manipulation procedures on the original files were required in order to establish relevant categories for the empirical investigation. In particular, we need to identify mutually exclusive types of worker representation body as either works councils or union bodies. The problem is that although employees may be represented by a works council or a union agency, they may also be represented by both. Clearly in countries such as Germany (Sweden) where only works council (trade union) representation is allowed, assigning mutually exclusive worker representation agencies is automatic. And there is also no assignment problem in the case of establishments having only one type of representative body in situ even if both are possible. But what of establishments with two institutions present, in which -as in all cases -only one worker representative is interviewed? Here, all that is required is information on the type of respondent. Thus, if the person interviewed is a works councilor, then the works council is the leading institution; and if the respondent is a member of the trade union agency, then the union is the principal entity. This procedure is based on the fact that the respondent for the ER interview (see below) is, by definition, a person who is entitled to represent the opinions of the leading employee representation body (see the 3rd ECS Sampling Report, p. 26/81). As a result, we end up with mutually exclusive situations in which the works council or the union agency is the prevalent form of worker representation: a prevalent works council if there is either a unique works council at the workplace or where the works council entity can be adjudged more influential than the corresponding union agency; and mutatis mutandis for a prevalent union agency. We shall also refer to prevalent works councils as a works council-type representation and to a prevalent union agency as simply union representation.
The 2013 ECS survey has two separate components: the Employee Representative Questionnaire (ER) and the Management Questionnaire (MM). In the former, the interviewee is questioned on various issues related to labor organization, namely union density at establishment level and whether the employee representation body has a majority of trade union members. For its part, the MM questionnaire elicits information on a variety of establishment characteristics, including the existing type of employee representation at the workplace and the type of collective agreement if any.
By construction, all the units in the ER survey have an employee workplace representation body. They are necessarily a fraction of the MM sample as only MM units with a workplace representation entity are eligible to answer the ER questionnaire (and of these not all are actually interviewed). As a result, the MM sample comprises some 27,000 units while the ER sample contains only 7,600 firms. Furthermore, given that the two sets of information are provided in separate files, in order to use the MM and ER variables in a single frame we have to link the two files. 8 Our matching procedure generated a matched MM-ER sample of some 1,400 units. In other words, the confidentiality constraints are such that only a part of the original ER sample can be safely linked to the MM sample. Finally, from the full MM sample, we also extracted the subset of establishments with formal workplace representation to obtain a reduced MM sample of some 13,000 units. As is the case of the full MM sample, no ER variables are available in this sample. The definition and sample means of the selected MM and ER variables are given in Appendix Table 6 . The first set of variables shown are the outcome indicators, namely the objective strike incidence measure (a stoppage or strike in the establishment in the last 12 months, extracted from the ER questionnaire) and the four dichotomous industrial relations performance indicators derived from management responses: a good or a very good general work climate in the establishment; high levels of sickness leave; difficulties in retaining employees; and low workforce motivation. The second set of variables relate to workplace representation and union organization. This group includes union density at establishment level as well as union membership of the employee workplace representation bodies. The latter information allows us to further distinguish between our two types of workplace representation as either union-dominated or otherwise. Establishments are also grouped by employment size, industry affiliation, and private/public ownership. Other establishment characteristics include information on whether an establishment is a single entity or a part of a wider organization, its workforce composition, as well as various measures of organizational change and performance-based pay.
The information on the existence of collective agreements is assembled in two different ways. The first reclassifies the raw information (i. e. company, sector, and national agreements) according to the categories of company level, higher than company level, and mixed level bargaining. (Observe that individual bargaining between worker and firm remains the omitted category.) This 8 Specifically, in 2013, for our sample of countries in the MM dataset, we selected all establishments having valid information on the dummy variables ERTYPE_A, ERTYPE_B, …, ERTYPE_G. These variables flag the presence of a formal or informal ER body and the specific type of worker representation actually present at the organization. In a second stage, we used all the establishments in the ER survey and generated an establishment identifier. A third stage linked the MM and ER datasets by using the common raw variables w4_MM_emp_freq (i. e. the establishment weight), est_size3 (i. e. establishment size), and NACE6_R1_1 (i. e. sector). In the fourth and final stage we dropped all establishments in the ER dataset for which there was no unique matching. Unsurprisingly, the common set is rather restricted, otherwise matching would be a trivial exercise. The limitation of the matching procedure is that it was not possible to map all the ER units across to the MM dataset. re-classification is pursued so as to facilitate comparison with the existing literature based on the 2009 ECS (e. g. Jansen 2014). The second application follows Braakmann and Brandl (2016) to derive a country-and establishmentbased classification with twelve collective bargaining system dummies, individual bargaining again serving as the reference category (see section III). Finally, we deploy two country-level synthetic indicators of union decentralization and bargaining centralization. This classification has a basis in the Institutional Characteristics of Trade Unions, Wage Setting, State Intervention and Social Pacts (or ICTWSS) database (see Visser 2013 ). Bargaining centralization captures bargaining level, articulation, and use of opening clauses. For its part, union decentralization captures union power in local wage bargaining, appointment of workplace representatives, finances of local branches, strike funds and strike vetoes. In both cases, the indicator is given by increasing order, on a 0-5 and 0-7 scale, for the bargaining centralization and union decentralization, respectively.
For the (full) MM sample, and focusing on workplace organization and collective bargaining types, workplace representation is present in approximately 50 percent of the cases, with the prevalent union and prevalent works council entities having about the same share (unweighted statistics). In turn, in one-third of the cases establishments are not covered by any type of collective agreement, while single-level company, sector, and national bargaining are present in one-quarter of the cases. The remaining instances comprise either two-or three-level bargaining situations.
For the MM-ER matched sample, union density averages 44 percent. For all these establishments with a formal workplace representation, there is a uniondominated works council (i. e. a works council with a majority of councilors who are trade union members) in 26 percent of the cases, while the share of uniondominated union bodies is 19 percent. In the remaining 55 percent of the cases, there is therefore no union domination in the sense that the majority of the representatives do not have a trade union affiliation. The matched MM-ER sample is also relatively more populated with works councils, which constitute approximately 60 percent of the total. (We do not comment separately on the make-up of the MM subset here.)
Modeling
We test the potential role of the selected institutions on industrial relations performance by specifying a two-level mixed-effects logit model that controls for a wide set of observables, including performance-based pay, organizational change, workforce composition, industry affiliation, establishment size, private ownership, single establishment, and training participation.
In a compact manner, the corresponding logistic regression model can be specified as:
where H . ð Þ is the logistic cumulative distribution function and establishment i is nested in group (country) j, with i, = 1, 2, . . . , I, and j = 1, 2, . . . J. X ij includes all the observed establishment characteristics, while u j is the random intercept. y ij is the selected 1/0 outcome indicator. In order to simplify the interpretation of the results, we will only report the marginal effects, obtained by fixing the random effects at their theoretical mean (i. e. zero) and all control variables at their sample mean.
The information at the first-level (i. e. the establishment) is therefore nested within countries or clusters (the second level). A model that ignores this hierarchy and looks at the data as simply an enlarged sample would treat the observables as independent information, which has implications for the conventional statistical tests. In particular, standard multiple regression analysis with one dependent variable at the establishment level and a set of regressors from all available levels will fail to recognize that (a) observations within clusters are correlated because individual responses from establishments are influenced by the social groups or countries to which they belong, and (b) the properties of countries are influenced by the set of establishments that make up the group. In this context, respondents from the same country are thus much more alike than respondents from different countries as a result of some unobserved cluster effect. If this aspect is not taken into account in the modeling strategy, the estimated standard errors are likely to be too small, thus generating spuriously significant results.
viewed as a classic vehicle of collective voice or might not the overall tenor of industrial relations "suffer in the presence of effective social dialogue"? (Forth et al. 2017: 428) . As we have seen, the theory is equivocal, only unambiguously predicting a negative relationship between the expression of collective voice and quits. In distinguishing between types of workplace representation, our maintained hypothesis is that works council type bodies are less likely to engage in distributive bargaining and exert a more positive influence upon the behavioral outcomes identified here. Equally, we have argued that works councils are not a datum and may be expected to be influenced (differentially) by union organization and collective bargaining. The attitude of the works council may in turn be reflected in employer appreciation or disquiet with the functioning of worker representation as expressed in the separate quality of industrial relations variable. When it comes to the association between workplace representation and collective bargaining, although there are indications that works council effects may be positive when its deliberations are anchored in a system where wages are largely determined at sectoral level, the picture is clouded by changes in collective bargaining detected in the macro literature. That is to say, relationships once present in the data (say the 2009 ECS) may no longer be apparent in the 2013 data. Moreover, the changes in question may have blurred anticipated differences in outcomes between the two types of workplace representation, bringing the two agencies closer together -and possibly for the better. With these conjectures and caveats in mind, and the further caution that correlation does not establish causation, we now turn to an examination of the empirical evidence.
Results and discussion
Our first set of results is contained in Table 1 , which uses data from the (full) Management questionnaire. It will be recalled that the selected outcomes are all subjective measures and cover the industrial relations climate, absenteeism, worker retention, and worker motivation.
Summary regression results are provided in the four main columns of the table. The evidence provided in main column A of the table indicates that the employee workplace representation body (be it a union agency or a works council-type entity) is associated with a pessimistic management view of the prevailing state of the climate of industrial relations in the establishment vis-à-vis the situation where formal employee workplace representation is absent. On average, compared with the control group, works council-type representation 
Worker representation (Reference = none):
Works council-type representation 
BB_ governed company and sector bargaining The two-level mixed-effects logit model includes the following additional variables: performance-based pay, organizational change, workforce composition, industry affiliation, establishment size, private ownership, single establishment, and training participation. The full set of selected variables is given in Appendix Table 6 . The actual implementation in Stata uses the melogit command. The log-likelihood ratio tests the null of an ordinary logit specification versus the two-level mixed effects model. The null is always comfortably rejected in favor of the mixed effects specification. In the interests of economy, the cluster-robust standard error of the reported marginal effect is omitted from the table. The reported mean corresponds to column (1). ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively.
implies a reduction of around 2 percentage points in the predicted probability of there being a good/very good industrial relations climate. For its part, a trade union agency implies a larger, 5 percentage point reduction. In contrast, applicable collective agreements, especially those containing terms and conditions set at higher than company level, are seen as favorable to the climate of industrial relations. Note that the potential role of these institutions -workplace representation and collective bargaining -is found to be largely insensitive to the inclusion of synthetic, country-wide indicators, flagged here by the union decentralization indicator and the bargaining centralization index. The former is statistically significant at the 0.05 level in column A(2) and negative in sign while the latter, in column A(3), lacks statistical significance at conventional levels.
In column A(4) the four types of collective agreements included in column A(1) are replaced by the detailed, 12 collective bargaining categories from Braakmann and Brandl (2016) , with individual bargaining again forming the omitted category. There is the suggestion that the three-level system of company, sector, and national bargaining is associated with a more positive view of the quality of industrial relations, while coordinated sector bargaining seems marginally favorable as well. But there is no strong indication that coordination in single level systems or governed bargaining in multi-level systems plays a decisive role in influencing positive management perceptions of industrial relations performance. Management seems generally happier if the wage setting process is not restricted to individual bargaining, or to the company level, seeing wider agreements as broadly favorable to a good working environment, largely irrespective of the degree of governability or coordination. Taking wages out of competition might also of course be reflected in this result.
The results for sickness/absenteeism are given in main column B. Observe that both works councils and union representation bodies are strongly positively associated with higher absenteeism, the corresponding marginal effects having approximately the same magnitude as those obtained in main column A. Also note that collective bargaining now yields few benefits in this respect in contrast to the results for the climate of industrial relations. On net, we would interpret both results as aspects of worker power, with worker representation offering protection from management sanction in respect of sickness and absenteeism.
In principle, if voice substitutes for exit, then workers should be less likely to quit as their concerns are addressed by management. Yet we find no suggestion in main column C of workplace representation of either type of workplace representation being associated with reduced difficulties in retaining staff, echoing the rather pessimistic results first reported in main column A. However, we note parenthetically that we do find that training reduces the difficulties in retaining staff: the regression coefficient for this argument being both negative and highly statistically significant. (This finding and results for other regressors  not identified in the table are available from the authors upon request.) Interestingly, collective agreements appear generally favorable to worker retention and, as shown in A(2) and A(3), increasing (decreasing) levels of bargaining centralization (union decentralization) also seem broadly beneficial to worker retention. Moreover, the coefficients of all the more detailed collective agreement categories identified in column A(4) are always negative, and in four cases statistically significant at conventional levels, again vis-à-vis the reference category of individual bargaining between worker and firm.
Finally, in main column D, we present the results for the fourth outcome indicator. We find no confirmation that worker representation is associated with higher perceived levels of worker motivation. Indeed, there is some evidence to the contrary: for employee workplace representation secured through a union agency there is a strong direct association with low motivation, with a marginal effect in the 5 percentage point range. As was the case for staff retention, a higher degree of union decentralization elevates problems (although on this occasion greater bargaining centralization does not ameliorate them). Finally, observe that the more detailed disaggregation of collective bargaining systems offers little value added.
In Table 2 , in addition to the set of covariates included in Table 1 , we control directly for union 'influence' on workplace representation (via our union 'domination' construct) and also for establishment-level union density. As this key information on labor organizational power is only available in the ER questionnaire, the corresponding regressions are implemented by matching the two subsets of the ECS database (viz. the ER and MM samples), 10 which as mentioned earlier yields a reduced (matched) sample of only some 1,400 establishments. More positive is our ability to deploy an additional indicator of industrial relations performance -the strikes incidence variable -which is only available in the ER questionnaire. By construction, the no workplace representation comparator is absent from these matched sample regressions. We begin our discussion of Table 2 by first reporting findings for the four subjectively defined behavioral indicators considered earlier before turning to the association between employee workplace representation and our objective indicator of the quality of industrial relations, namely strike incidence. In the 
Worker representation/Labor organization:
Union density at the workplace Table 1 . The two-level mixed-effects logit model includes three workplace representation dummy variables indicating the presence of a works council, a union-dominated union agency, and a union-dominated works council, respectively. Accordingly, given that in this sample a formal worker representation body is necessarily present at the establishment, the coefficient on the first variable (works council) gives the nonunion-dominated works council effect vis-à-vis the nonunion-dominated union body; the second (i. e. the union-dominated union coefficient) gives the union-dominated union effect vis-à-vis the non-union dominated union body; and the third gives the union-dominated works councils effect vis-à-vis the works council without union domination. The set of control variables pertaining to performance-based pay, organizational change and workforce composition are reduced to include only the statistically significant arguments. This procedure is designed to avoid a further reduction in the estimation sample. The reported mean corresponds to column (1). ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively.
first place, as shown in main column A of the table, union density at the workplace does not seem to improve management's assessment of the perceived quality of industrial relations. Higher union density is likely to flag a more politicized voice. In this case, management perceptions will be that contestation is higher and industrial relations quality duly lower. No parallel effect can be detected in main columns B through D, where the union density term is at best only weakly statistically significant. This argues against the likelihood of a 'negative judgment bias by management,' whereby an adverse evaluation of the industrial relations climate by management permeates the other (subjective) behavioral outcome indicators. The role of collective agreements in columns A through D is also less pronounced than in Table 1 . A similar result is found for the bargaining system arguments; in general, the associated coefficient estimates and respective marginal effects are largely statistically insignificant, and certainly never statistically significant at the 0.01 level. One explanation might be that once worker representation is present at the workplace -which, by construction, is true for all establishments in this sample -the wider collective bargaining environment becomes less of a factor. The key finding, however, is the negative marginal effect of the uniondominated union agency in main column A, which is significant at the 0.05 level and relatively large in magnitude. Thus, if dominated by union members, union workplace representation bodies are not associated with a good workplace climate. For its part, absenteeism seems to have no strong connection with unionism at the workplace, as none of the variables contained in the workplace representation/labor organization subset is statistically significant. In the case of worker retention, union dominance is associated with greater problems for union agency, albeit only at the 0.10 level of significance. In turn, motivation tends to be lower in the case of both the union agency and the works council if they are union dominated. Once again, however, these results are only weakly statistically significant.
The results for strike incidence given in the final main column of Table 2 are statistically stronger. Under the hypothesis that strikes are mainly bargaining failures, given the informational content of the collective voice model the expectation would be that strikes will be less in evidence whenever there is an employee workplace representative body in place. However, it will be recalled that there is no absence-of-workplace-representation comparator in the matched sample and that we can only distinguish between union-and nonunion-dominated works councils, union-and nonunion-dominated union agencies, and nonunion-works councils and nonunion-dominated union agencies. Against this backdrop, the indications are that: (a) works councils are generally associated with a lower strike incidence when compared with the union counterpart (if neither is union dominated); and (b) that strike incidence is increasing if the majority of the works councilors are members of a trade union, with a marginal effect in the 8 to 9 percentage point range that is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. The suggestion is that in the former case the expression of voice is more collaborative under works council-type representation than union agencies, while in the latter case voice is more politicized. Note also that in supportive vein higher union density at the workplace is associated with higher strike incidence. Finally, given that we control in all regressions for a variety of sources of discontinuity or disruption at plant level (e. g. changes in pay systems and in working hours), the reported effects are net of any impact arising from measured/observed organizational changes.
Another means of distinguishing between types of worker representation (but not between workplace representation and its absence) is to use a subset of the MM sample, selecting only those establishments with formal workplace representation. In this way, we compare works council-type bodies with their union counterparts, sacrificing information on whether or not the representation body has a majority of union members and no longer controlling for union density at establishment level. Other things equal, if works councils enhance collaboration rather than amplify disagreement, their presence should be associated with more favorable outcomes. The results of this implementation are provided in Table 3 .
Main column A of Table 3 confirms at the 0.01 level that the industrial relations climate at the workplace is viewed as superior in works council establishments. From main column B there is also the suggestion that absenteeism is also perceived to be lower in works council establishments (statistically significant at the 0.05 level). Worker motivation in main column D is also strongly associated with works council representation. Only in the case of worker retention is statistical significance lacking. In all the other cases, the estimated marginal effects are in the 3 to 5 percentage point range. The comparator it will be recalled is the union counterpart of the works council. Although not dramatic, the regressions for the reduced MM sample are supportive of a differentiated role of worker representation, namely one that favors the works council variant at least from the perspective of management.
We also performed two further sensitivity tests, in both of which Table 1 serves as the comparator. In the first set of tests, we differentiate between several types of formal representation, namely, works council representation only, union representation only, and the presence of both union and works council representation. We subsequently retain the first two categories but differentiate the third, now identifying two distinct situations: one in which the works council is the more important of the two and the other in which the 
Worker representation (Reference = union-type representation):
Bargaining system The results of the first set of sensitivity tests are given in Table 4 . In case A we recall from Table 1 that both works council and union representation were negatively associated with the perceived quality of industrial relations, with the latter entity recording a higher (in absolute value) marginal effect. This result is confirmed in panel (a) of the table, with the 'works council only' marginal effect displaying the lowest magnitude and either a 'union only' or a union and works council (irrespective of which body is prevalent) presence having larger marginal effects. Panel (b) of the Table introduces a further clarification: if both types of representation are present, the magnitude of the marginal effect is smaller when the works council representation is the more important of the two entities. This results holds in all three columns, A(1) through A(3). (For reasons of economy we do not replicate column A(4) of Table 1.) These results carry over to sickness/absenteeism in main column B. Situations in which either the works council is the sole agency or the more important of the two entities -see panels (a) and (b) respectively -again show smaller marginal effects. As in main column C of Table 1 , the relevant marginal effects are not statistically significant in main column C of Table 4 , and so the staff retention results are not further discussed here. On the other hand, the results for worker motivation, shown in main column D, confirm the result that works councils either alone or where the more important agency of the two are less associated with lower employee motivation than is the case for union representation alone or a predominant union agency where both entities are present.
Overall, the results in Table 4 would suggest that the effects of unions and works councils at the workplace are not additive. That is to say, the simultaneous effect reported in the table seem after all to be limited to union and predominantly-union effects. These results are furthermore consistent with our maintained hypothesis of the relative efficacy of works council versus union agency voice.
The search for commonalities across countries has been the main goal in this paper. Now we look to possible national singularities. Table 5 offers a  replication of Table 1 , based on the assumption that countries in the sample can be clustered in five distinct groups after van den Berg et al. (2013) . We note at the outset that the sample comprises 25 countries rather than the 28 nations in Table 1 -as Croatia, Cyprus and Malta are not included in van den Berg et al. -and also that we include Luxembourg in the Germanic cluster (rather than in the French cluster), given that all the respondents from Luxembourg in the 2013 ER survey have works council representation.
Country clusters do of course reduce the size of the relevant estimation samples, and sometimes very substantially, but in no case are the signs of the statistically significant marginal effects in Table 5 reversed in comparison with the corresponding coefficients in Table 1 -that are again reproduced in the first column of the table. In main column A, in particular, it can be seen that the works council representation in the Germanic and French clusters is associated with reduced IR quality, while union representation is also negatively signed in countries within the French tradition, as well as in the case of Eastern European transition countries. The magnitude of the estimated marginal effects also accords with what we obtained in Table 1 .
The same patterns can be observed in main columns B, C, and D. For example, in column B, the marginal effects are again statistically significant in the Germanic and French clusters, while in column C we replicate quite strongly the results obtained in Table 1 for all clusters. In case D we observe the strongest marginal effects for union-type representation. Contrary to Table 1 , however, we now report that works council representation in Transition economies is negatively associated with lower levels of motivation, albeit only at the 0.10 level.
Of the results in Table 5 , those for the United Kingdom and Ireland are frankly less impressive. Indeed, although the (bivariate) correlation coefficients (available to readers upon request) suggest, especially for the U.K., that union representation tends to be positively associated with high levels of sickness/ absenteeism, difficulties in retaining staff, and low motivation, these relationships did not survive multivariate mixed effects estimation for that cluster. Although these countries may be deviants or at least indicative of substantial effect of heterogeneity, the issue of sample size is not without relevance here. The Anglo-Saxon cluster is by far the smallest of all five country groupings. Taken in conjunction with the fact that the marginal effects in Table 1 are modest to begin with, the lack of statistical significance may not be altogether surprising. This still leaves the case of the Nordic cluster where no significant findings are reported in Table 5 . Here we would enter the speculation that labormanagement relations are more consensual than in other clusters, while the degree of employee representation is also greater. This concatenation of characteristics makes it more difficult to capture differences across establishments with and without worker representation. Recall that the omitted category in the case of worker representation is an absence of representation. More consensual labor-management relations and high degrees of employee representation may then play a part in explaining the lack of statistical significance of the parameters of interest for this group. Table 1 . The five country clusters are provided in Table 2 of van den Berg et al. (2013) . Contrary to their Table 2 , we include Luxembourg in the Germanic countries cluster given that all respondents from Luxembourg are works council representatives. Cyprus, Malta and Croatia are not included in any of the selected clusters. ***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively.
Overall, in comparing employee workplace representation with its absence, we do not then obtain a clear rejection of the notion that collective voice is mostly disputatious. Also, in those cases where there is information on majority trade union membership of worker representation agencies, the evidence also points in the direction of contestation. However, when comparing works councils and union bodies, there is a clear indication that the former vehicle is from the standpoint of management associated with the better overall industrial relations performance.
Conclusions
We shall largely confine our concluding remarks to workplace representation. Beginning with strike incidence, there was some suggestion that the effects of workplace employee representation might be both beneficial and influenced by unionism. That is to say, nonunion-dominated works councils were associated with lower strike incidence than their counterpart (nonunion-dominated) union entities, while union-dominated works councils were associated with greater strike activity than other works councils. Union density at the workplace was also associated with greater strike incidence.
If these results were in accordance with our priors, we found no strong suggestion that works councils or union bodies were associated with a better industrial relations climate -or that either entity was positively associated with IR quality when compared with an absence of representation. These results appear somewhat at odds with the strikes data. The qualification is the rather strong positive association between coverage by a collective agreement (versus no coverage) and industrial relations quality in both the full sample and (in part) for the matched sample.
Moreover, one of the strongest predictions of the collective voice modelthat worker representation should improve labor retention-was not borne out for either of the above samples. Nevertheless, employee motivation was adjudged least favorable by management in circumstances where union agencies predominated in the case of the full sample and for work council and union entities in which a majority of the membership was unionized in the matched sample. However, any such disfavor emphatically does not carry over to collective bargaining proper.
Our strongest (and most consistent) results were for the reduced MM sample where works council and union representation situations are explicitly compared, although we can no longer control for union membership of the worker representation body or for plant-level union density. Specifically, situations in which works council-type bodies are either the sole representative body or the more influential agency (as compared with instances in which union workplace representation prevails) are correlated with favorable outcomes for three out of the four behavioral indicators.
Separate sensitivity analyses either confirmed the latter results or suggested more generally that our findings did not display any particular dependence on any specific country subset. But if our results offer qualified support for the collective voice model, there remains the vexed question of the influence of collective bargaining decentralization and hybridization. Although low levels of union decentralization are in general found to be associated with good industrial relations, improved labor retention and better worker motivation, the evidence for the bargaining centralization index is mixed. For its part, the refinement produced by combining the type of collective agreement applicable to the establishment with country-wide indicators of coordinated and governed bargaining did not on this occasion prove to be enlightening. 
